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EVER S INCE VERE GORDON CHILDE (2003 [1936]) introduced
the concept of the Neolithic Revolution, prehistorians have
been aware of the crucial importance of food in all its social
dimensions for the understanding of prehistoric develop-
ments. However, due to its perishable nature, the study of
food and related practices of food production and consump-
tion have long presented major difficulties to archaeologists
and thus limited their contribution to the growing discipline
of food studies. Following the dominant paradigms of moder-
nity to postmodernity, leading eventually to current practice-
oriented approaches, scholarship in food studies has shifted
focus from food as mere nutrition to the symbolic potential of
food and finally to food consumption as experience and social
practice. Archaeological approaches to food, however, have
not kept up with this development. Archaeologists have been
studying food either with a focus on its nutritional aspect
(e.g., calculating calorific values and evaluating subsistence
strategies with regard to their food output) or have defined
food as a way of symbolic communication. Therefore, most
archaeological research on prehistoric food is still guided by
research questions that were prevalent in the humanities from
the 1960s to the 1980s. This is not only due to the lack of in-
volvement in current discussions on food studies, but has also
depended significantly on the potential of an archaeological
approach to past food practices.
Until recently, archaeology’s methodological approach
has been dominated by archaeozoology and archaeobotany
(Jacomet and Kreuz 1999; Pearsall 2000; Russell 2012). In the
archaeological evaluation of an excavation—especially of
settlement sites—plant and animal species are regularly de-
termined and quantified on the basis of bone remains and
charred seeds, thus shedding a light on, for example, subsis-
tence strategies and slaughtering practices. It became clear
how grain cultivation and animal husbandry developed
through time and how their realization and development de-
pended on different natural and cultural backgrounds. How-
ever, archaeological studies on food have been mostly unable
to shed light on individual practices of food preparation (e.g.,
practices of cooking and spicing) or individual diets. As hu-
man individuals are almost exclusively preserved as skeletons
(and only very rarely and due to specific burial practices and/
or climatic conditions as mummies from the desert, ice, or
bogs), the analysis of the skeletal remains is the only way to
identify individual consumption patterns. In the last decades,
the study of stable isotopes (nitrogen and carbon) from hu-
man bone material has afforded initial insights into individual
diets (e.g., Knipper et al. 2015), but can only provide answers
on a very broad scale (e.g., differentiating between diets with
a higher and lower ratio of meat consumption). However,
only a better understanding of specific individual diets and
their change through space and time will enable archaeology
to participate in current discourses in food studies and add
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the necessary diachronic perspective, which is essential to
understanding local processes of appropriation and transfor-
mation of food and cuisines or the relationship between indi-
vidual diets and age, gender, societal organization, and past
worldviews. This long-term and global prehistoric perspective
would complement and deepen present-day oriented ap-
proaches to the study of food.
Potential of Organic Residue Analyses
The regular approach used by archaeologists when it comes
to analyzing vessels, bones, and plant remains for food pro-
duction and consumption from prehistoric contexts is quite
simple. The first step is purely descriptive and taxonomic,
i.e., grouping the ceramic findings into particular types of
vessel shapes such as bowls, cups, or jars in order to some-
what scheme the heap of shards with which we archaeologists
are usually confronted. At the same time, animal bones are
attributed to particular species and their body parts, and the
age at which a particular animal was slaughtered is determined.
Cut-marks on the bones tell us about slaughtering practices and
the kind of tools used in this process, which also give clues as to
the further butchering of the meat (Greenfield 2013). Plant
macro remains are studied, classified, and quantified in order
to determine the different species’ importance for the diet via
their quantity.
Having finished these taxonomic analyses, other questions
arise; e.g., on the prehistoric functions and meanings of a cer-
tain type of vessel or the symbolic value of particular kinds of
meat. Both the valuation of different animals and parts of their
bodies, and the possible use of particular vessel shapes, are
deeply influenced by archaeologists’ lifeworlds. Whereas the
perception of the quality of different kinds of meat might indeed
be a timeless constant, the association of a particular type of
vessel with a certain function is much more problematic. Until
recently, it was mainly based on an archaeologist’s everyday
experience with the use of vessels in his or her household and
additional information derived from ethnographic analogies.
Only in rare cases have literary or pictorial sources provided us
with additional information on the kind of food that was con-
sumed and the associated practices. As my own discipline, pre-
history and early history, is marked by the absence or rareness of
literary sources, we prehistorians have not been able to decipher
past culinary practices in most cases. However, the archaeology
of consumption has recently gained an enormous impetus from
the thriving field of organic residue analyses.
Since the 1990s, organic residue analyses have enabled
crucial new insights into the study of past food practices. This
approach has the potential to revolutionize deep historic
approaches to the study of food. Organic residue analysis is
increasingly employed to identify processed commodities
used in culinary and nonculinary practices. With the help of
organic residue analyses it is possible to characterize a wide
range of animal fats (e.g., animal adipose, ruminant dairy fats,
and marine oils), plant oils, honey mead, wine, and diverse
resins and herbs (Heron and Evershed 1993) from food-
related vessels from most distant times. Even if there are no
literary sources and no traces of food visible to the human
eye, residue analyses present a groundbreaking step in under-
standing past practices of food production and consumption.
The basis for using this technique is that upon the application
of heat, fatty and other components become absorbed within
the walls of porous, unglazed ceramic vessels. The structure
and hydrophobic nature especially of lipids impart a high pres-
ervation potential over archaeological timescales (Eglinton
and Logan 1991; Evershed 1993).
The potential of organic residue analysis is enormous, as
has been demonstrated by a wide range of studies—e.g., the
successful analysis of lipid residues dated to 15,000–18,000 cal
BP from the Japanese Jomon culture (Craig et al. 2013)—and
in providing unequivocal evidence for the consumption of
dairy products since the Early Neolithic (Evershed et al.
2008). Its potential for the study of food in the prehistoric
Eastern Mediterranean has long been acknowledged and
early results were considered to be a significant basis for the
major exhibition, “Minoans and Mycenaeans: Flavours of
Their Time,” organized by the Greek Ministry of Culture in
1999 (Tzedakis and Martlew 1999; Tzedakis, Martlew, and
Jones 2008). Most relevant for Eastern Mediterranean archae-
ology has been the more recent studies on transport and stor-
age vessels (Serpico and White 2000), as well as bowl-shaped
incense burners from the Southern Levant. Besides wine and
animal fats, these vessels provided clear traces of cinnamon,
nutmeg, and a wide range of other spices and resins (Gadot
et al. 2014; Koh et al. 2014; Namdar et al. 2010; Namdar et al.
2013). This was the first evidence obtained for the use of these
South and East Asian products in the Eastern Mediterranean,
and presented a crucial contribution to the ongoing vibrant
discussion on the spread of South and East Asian food to
Africa and Europe (Fuller et al. 2011).
It has become clear that already long before modern
times, food was exchanged on an almost global level—at least
between East and Southeast Asia via South and Central Asia
to the Near East and the Eastern Mediterranean. The intense
worldwide exchange of food that we have been witnessing in
the last centuries (cf. Wilk 2006) has its roots in the deep
past: in the Late Bronze Age Southern Levant, it was already
possible to import chicken from India and it could be spiced
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with South Asian pepper and cinnamon (Fuller et al. 2011;
Gadot et al. 2014; Koh et al. 2014). So far, our knowledge
about the early Eastern Mediterranean cuisine is based on
bits and pieces of information from different sites, e.g., the ev-
idence for chicken has been found in the Mycenaean citadel
of Tiryns in Late Bronze Age Greece (von den Driesch and
Boessneck 1990), pepper was used for the mummification of
Pharaoh Ramses II in the thirteenth century (Plu 1985), and
all other spices have been identified with organic residue
analyses in present-day Israel. The potential of an integrated
archaeological and scientific approach to the study of past
food is already indicated by novel insights regarding past food
practices: nutmeg, for example, has thus far only been traced in
Levantine incense burners and was obviously used as a hallu-
cinogenic drug (like in many present-day prisons, cf. Hanson
et al. 2009: 323) and not as a spice. However, there is still no
comprehensive and systematic study of vessel contents from
different regions and a diachronic perspective on the basis of
a larger number of samples.
The connection between food remains and individual
dietary practices still presents a major obstacle for food stud-
ies of the distant past. This is even more problematic, as
current food studies is focusing on food as individual expe-
rience (Abbots and Lavis 2013). This challenge was solved
only most recently by developing methods for the analysis
of food residues in human dental calculus (Warinner et al.
2014a, 2014b).
With the help of an integrated approach, archaeology is
not only able to determine the range and extent of early food
trade, but can also demonstrate the dynamics of food prepara-
tion and consumption through time. Archaeology can help
to abandon the myth of a past where disconnected people ate
what they grew on their own or at least in their immediate vi-
cinity—in contrast to the present, where producers and con-
sumers of food are often assumed to be dissociated and the
knowledge about origin and authenticity of food has been
lost and must be (re-)constructed in the process of marketing.
Of course, there is no doubt that most people in the past had
a closer link to the producers of food than many have today
or grew their own food. Moreover, it is clear that the pres-
ent-day scale of interconnectedness and the present amount
of food exchanged over long distances is at a completely dif-
ferent level in comparison to, for example, the Late Bronze
Age Eastern Mediterranean. Nevertheless, our current global-
ized world is the result of long-term transformations and also
of past global worlds (like in the Late Bronze Age Eastern
Mediterranean). It is necessary to draw these past processes
into account in order to supplement food studies’ focus on
modernity.
A New Archaeological Approach to Food
In addition to a new scientific basis for the establishment of food
studies of the distant past, archaeology also needs a new under-
standing of the encounter between humans as well as between
humans and things (e.g., food). In recent years, archaeologists
have extensively published on the transformative potential of
intercultural encounter (e.g., Maran and Stockhammer 2012;
Stockhammer 2012a, 2012c) as well as the dynamic entangle-
ment between humans and things (e.g., Hodder 2012; Miller
2010; Olsen 2010; Olsen et al. 2012; Stockhammer and Hahn
2015). The acknowledgment of these dynamics is necessary in
order to overcome the still dominating assumption in archaeol-
ogy that a specific vessel shape is always linked to a particular
function. According to this line of thought, the identification of
a particular residue in a certain vessel led to the conclusion that
all other vessels of this type were used for the consumption of
this particular foodstuff—irrespective of the context where
the respective vessel was found. Maps showing the geograph-
ical distribution of vessels of a certain type were considered as
indicators also for the distribution of a certain consumption
practice of a particular foodstuff.
The assumption of a particular, stable, and singular mean-
ing and function of an object or practice was basically linked
to an essentialist notion of culture. For a long time, archaeol-
ogists have assumed intercultural contacts as taking place be-
tween different cultures, which were imagined as container-
like entities. Objects from afar have therefore been considered
to stay foreign in a new context, thus neglecting processes of
appropriation and translation of the formerly foreign into one’s
own lifeworld. With regard to material culture, the myriad
changes of functions and meanings of the objects during their
life histories have not been adequately taken into consider-
ation. Following a transcultural approach, cultures are neither
stable nor self-existing entities, but in a continuous process of
transformation triggered by cultural encounter and connected-
ness. In spite of the aforementioned innovative approaches to
the study of intercultural encounter and human-thing entan-
glement, there remains hardly any convincing conceptualiza-
tion of the power of things in these entanglements.
The potential of things has been mostly discussed in the
framework of the notions of “agency” and “materiality,” and
it has been endlessly discussed if objects can possess agency
or not. I would like to go beyond this current debate by con-
ceptualizing the active role of objects; to do so, I replace the
term “agency” of the object with the idea of “effectancy.”
The replacement of “agency” with “effectancy” is based on
four considerations (cf. Stockhammer 2015): First, “agency” is
generally associated with the power to exert intentional
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action. This association can be solved neither by neglecting
intentionality in the conceptualization of action (see Latour
2007) nor by the effort to dissolve “agency” and “intention-
ality” (see Knappett 2005: 22–23). Second, at least from an
etic perspective, objects do not have the power to exert in-
tentional action—and, therefore, cannot possess “agency.”
Third, objects influence human action and have an effect
on humans’ perceptions of the world, their emotions and
actions. Due to this effect, I choose the term “effectancy.”
Fourth, “effectancy” shifts the focus from the action of
things to human action that results from human-thing en-
tanglement.
In my definition, effectancy of things is based on threefold
changeability (Stockhammer 2015). The first changeability is
due to the shifting perception of the object (cf. Merleau-Ponty
1966), which leads to the ever-new discovery of new features
and potentials of the object. The first changeability is most vis-
ible in the disturbing moment, when a human actor realizes
that his/her first categorization of an object was erroneous, be-
cause, for example, an object cannot be used the way it was
previously assumed. As a consequence, the first changeability
only refers to a virtual change of the object, as the respective
changes only take place in our human perception. The sec-
ond changeability refers to the ability of the object to change
through the course of time without human interference. Walls
of a building deteriorate and need to be restored. A particular
piece of cloth loses a certain smell, which was associated with
a particular memory and—as a consequence—the memory
might also be lost. The second changeability is most important
for food studies, as edible objects are most dynamic through
time—they change their color, taste, smell, texture, and so on,
can become inedible, even poisonous, or only acquire a desir-
able taste after a long period of time. My second changeability
emphasizes the effect of the transformation of food through
time for human actors. The third changeability results from
traces of human practices that remain on an object and have
the potential to serve either as a reminder of past practices
and/or as an obstacle for future practices. This changeability is
linked to the notion of objects’ itineraries and their potential
(cf. Hahn andWeiss 2013; Kopytoff 1986). A crack in a drinking
glass can remind us of joyous past celebrations but also pose an
obstacle to the future use of the vessel. It has a multidimen-
sional effect on us.
The object’s effectancy only gains momentum in the con-
text of human practices with the object—e.g., when eating
particular food from a particular dish. This dynamic approach
to things also helps us to acknowledge an object as well as
its functions and meanings as processes rather than states,
which are continuously created through the practices with the
object. The dynamics of shifting functions and meanings are
omnipresent. However, they become very striking when an ob-
ject was involved in intercultural exchange during its itinerary.
And it is exactly these transformative dynamics of intercultural
encounter that will be in the focus of my case studies.
Case Studies from the Eastern Mediterranean
Late Bronze and Early Iron Age
In order to demonstrate the potential of an approach integrat-
ing contextual analysis with a transcultural approach as well
as cutting-edge scientific methods, I will analyze several case
studies from the Eastern Mediterranean Late Bronze and
Early Iron Age. Between the fifteenth and twelfth centuries
BC, the societies of the Eastern Mediterranean came into
contact with a hitherto unknown intensity and the exchange
of goods and mobility of people reached a globalized scale
(e.g., Feldman 2006; Leidwanger et al. 2014). This has been
extensively studied on the basis of widely distributed raw ma-
terials and objects—be they works of art, transport vessels, or
feasting dishes. However, the focus has long been on the ori-
gin and distribution of these goods. Due to the general lack
of preservation, the transportation and distribution of food
has only played a minor role in these discussions. For a long
time, most scholars have interpreted the appearance of ob-
jects of the same type over a wide region as indicators of a ho-
mogenization accompanying globalization.
Only recently, practice-oriented approaches, which also in-
tegrated insights from current globalization studies, have been
able to produce revolutionary insights into the transformative
dynamics of the appropriation of foreign objects and ideas in
the Eastern Mediterranean Late Bronze Age (Feldman 2006;
Knapp and van Dommelen 2014; Stockhammer 2012a, 2012b;
Voskos and Knapp 2008). It is now time to strengthen and ex-
pand insights from contextual studies on practices with local
and foreign pottery and related food practices in the Eastern
Mediterranean Late Bronze Age by integrating them with cut-
ting-edge scientific analyses, which can shed new light on lo-
cal individual dietary practices. This approach could enable
us to gain insights into past food practices in an early globalized
world that might be relevant also for current discussions on the
relationship between food and globalization. In the following,
I will discuss selected processes of appropriation of foreign
pottery at the Southern Levant in the fifteenth to twelfth century
BCE, i.e., the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age in Levantine
terminology (Stockhammer 2012a, 2012b, forthcoming). In the
fifteenth and first half of the fourteenth century BCE, the earli-
est rare ceramic imports from Crete reached the Southern
Levant. From the mid-fourteenth century BCE and well into
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the thirteenth century BCE large quantities of fine ware
pottery—tens of thousands of vessels—produced in work-
shops on the Greek Mainland were brought to the Southern
Levant (Fig. 1).
In the following, I will select just three of the multitude
of Aegean-type vessel forms imported to the Levant, namely
the conical cup, the amphoroid krater, and a shallow,
stemmed drinking bowl called a kylix by Aegean archaeolo-
gists (Figs. 2–4). Whereas amphoroid kraters are a commonly
imported vessel form (together with small closed container
vessels for oils and other liquids), open vessels of Aegean type
such as cups and bowls were less frequently appropriated at
the Levant. Nevertheless, these open vessels can provide in-
teresting insights into the dynamic relation between humans,
vessels, and food practices. The function and meaning of
these types of vessels are beyond any doubt in Late Bronze
Age Greece, where kraters were used to mix water and wine
before this mixture was drunk from the cups or kylikes that
were grouped into equal pairs to be used by pairs of drinkers.
Thus, an Aegean feasting ensemble comprised one krater to-
gether with several pairs of cups or kylikes (Stockhammer
2008: 295–325). Residue analysis has clearly shown that
wine—spiced with resin—was consumed with these vessels
(Tzedakis and Martlew 1999). This consumption is depicted
in frescoes from the palaces of the Aegean Bronze Age. In-
ventory lists of the Mycenaean palace of Pylos tell us that one
needed 11 tables and 22 chairs for a feasting event, which ob-
viously had some kind of bistro-like appearance (Palaima
2000: 237; Palaima 2004: 235; Wright 2004: 163, fig. 13; Stock-
hammer 2011a: 213).
The appearance of kraters, kylikes, and cups at the South-
ern Levant has long been taken as an indicator of the take-
over of Aegean drinking practices in this region. The
identity of vessel shapes in Mycenaean Greece and at the
Levant was considered as proof of the identity of practices
and meanings connected with the particular shapes. Form,
FIGURE 1: The Levant in the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age.
IMAGE AFTER FISCHER 2007: PL. 1
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function and meaning were virtually perceived as insepara-
ble, transcultural constants. In the course of my recent stud-
ies of these vessels (Stockhammer 2012a, 2012b, forthcoming),
I was especially focusing on in situ finds of Aegean-type
vessels at the Southern Levant as these allow for a compre-
hensive analysis of the context. Moreover, I analyzed the
quantitative relationship between these shapes in each of the
settlements and the functions and meanings of vessels of Le-
vantine type with a similar shape. Fortunately, for the latter’s
in situ contexts, some textual and pictorial sources and resi-
due analyses are available.
case study 1 : conical cups
The first group of Aegean-type imports, namely conical cups,
is indeed a very small one—consisting only of two such ves-
sels that were recently excavated at Tel Beth-Shemesh in the
Judean hills in present-day Israel (Fig. 2). In the last few
years, a fourteenth-century-BCE palace (Level 9; LB IIA) that
can be attributed to the queen Bēlit-labi’at was excavated at
the site (Bunimovitz et al. 2013).
The building was destroyed by fire, which resulted in the
preservation of the nonorganic furnishing of the palace on
the floors. In one of the rooms, two Cretan conical cups were
found close to each other. The vessels were very probably
produced in the area of the palace at Knossos on Crete in the
early fourteenth century BC, thus enabling us to determine
the exact place of origin as well. The excavators therefore in-
terpreted them as royal gifts of the ruler of Knossos to the
queen of Tel Beth-Shemesh (Bunimovitz et al. 2013). In
the case of Tel Beth-Shemesh, there is a clear indication that
early Aegean-type imports—most of them of Cretan origin—
were appropriated by local elites and integrated among their
feasting dishes. As I have already mentioned, in the Aegean,
there are clear indications that drinkers sat in pairs opposite
each other, consuming beverages from pairs of nearly identi-
cal drinking vessels. Thus, for the Aegean gift-giver, it was
natural to send such a pair of vessels as a gift. The queen of
Tel Beth-Shemesh obviously kept the cups together as a pair
as well. Drinking from cups, however, was not a common
practice during feasting in the Levant.
By examining the two cups closely, I was able to identify
that on both cups the handle had been most probably
chipped away. In other words, the users of the cups had trans-
formed them into bowls. This fits very well with the common
drinking practices in the Late Bronze Age Southern Levant,
where drinking bowls were held in the palm of the hand
(Yasur-Landau 2005: 172, 174; Yasur-Landau 2008: 356). Thus,
the use of foreign drinking vessels and the idea to use a pair of
almost identical vessels was appropriated by the users. The
users manipulated vessels by transforming them from cups
into bowls in order to fit more closely into what they per-
ceived as the correct embodied social act of drinking.
case study 2: amphoroid kraters
I continue my focus on the transformation of functions and
meanings of objects in contexts of intercultural encounter with
a second vessel type—amphoroid kraters. These kraters are
mostly of Mainland Greek origin and reached the Southern
Levant with the great number of imports in the second half of
the fourteenth and during the thirteenth century BCE.
Researchers have long been convinced that also during the
late fourteenth and thirteenth centuries BCE Levantine elites
were the crucial consumers of the imported pottery in order to
imitate Aegean feasting practices and, thereby, emphasize their
status through the ostentatious use of foreign objects. My contex-
tual analyses could show, however, that the Southern Levantine
elite of the late fourteenth and thirteenth centuries BCE clearly
refrained from using Aegean-type vessels, as the excavated pala-
ces of this time—although containing hundreds of vessels in
their storerooms (most prominently in Hazor: Zuckerman
2007, 2008)—did not contain one vessel of Aegean origin. The
contemporaneous houses around the palace, however, fre-
quently contained these vessels of Aegean type (Stockhammer
2012b: 91–92).
Despite their small number, the meaningful floor contexts
with amphoroid kraters and quantitative analysis enable us to
FIGURE 2: Minoan conical cups from Tel Beth-Shemesh, Level 9.
IMAGE FROM BUNIMOVITZ ET AL. 2013: 55, FIG. 3; 56, FIG. 4; WITH KIND PERMISSION OF THE AUTHORS.
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trace a perhaps particularly Southern Levantine appropria-
tion of this vessel shape. The floor inventory of room 1817
(Area CC, Locus W=1817 and Locus 1817; see Stockhammer
2011b and 2012b for an extensive discussion of the archaeolog-
ical context) in Megiddo (Fig. 1) is of special importance to
my investigations (Fig. 3). There, at least one such krater was
found in situ, yet without any other drinking vessels that
could be also used for feasting. A comparable find distribu-
tion is known from Ugarit at the Northern Levant. Moreover,
calculating the ratio between kraters and the Aegean-type
drinking vessels at each of the Levantine sites gave surprising
results: ten amphoroid kraters and only five Aegean-type
drinking vessels were found in the settlement at Megiddo. In
Tell es: -S: âfī/Gath (Fig. 1), I identified six amphoroid kraters
and not a single Aegean-type drinking vessel. From Aphek,
nine kraters and seven other Aegean-type feasting vessels are
known; from Hazor, ten kraters and ten other feasting vessels
of Aegean type. Already these numbers suggest that feasting
practices with Aegean-type pottery in the Southern Levant
and possibly in the Levant in total differed markedly from
those in the Aegean (Stockhammer 2011b). In the Aegean, it
seems that one krater was regularly combined with ten drink-
ing vessels. The drinkers sat in pairs opposite each other and
drank from almost identical vessels, especially kylikes.
The few depictions of drinking practices of the Canaanite
elite of the thirteenth and twelfth centuries BCE, especially
the images of drinking male rulers on ivories found in the
palace of Megiddo, clearly indicate the consumption of wine
from metal bowls (Yasur-Landau 2005). However, individuals
with high status positions stopped using Aegean-type pottery
in the Southern Levant from the late fourteenth century
BCE onward. Thus, these images cannot be used for illustrat-
ing the practices with Aegean-type pottery. Those who are il-
lustrated here never used Aegean-type pottery (Stockhammer
2012b). Moreover, the literary sources indicate that the con-
sumption of wine was mostly reserved for the elites. However,
if the elites did not use Aegean-type kraters for wine drinking,
it seems that these vessels were not used for the mixing of wa-
ter and wine in the Levant. This leads to the question: For
what kind of feasting practices were the kraters actually used?
An illuminating object in terms of shedding light on how
Aegean-type kraters may have been used is the depiction of a
Canaanite mercenary on a stele from Tell el-Amarna from
the fourteenth century BCE (Spiegelberg and Erman 1898),
together with the great number of finds of strainer tips and
sometimes also tube elbows for drinking straws. The ordinary
people in whose houses the Aegean-type kraters were found
obviously drank beer with straws from large vessels that were
placed in the center of a circle of drinkers. The use of
strainers was necessary to hold back residues in the beer. In
contrast to the restricted consumption of wine, beer was con-
sumed by the ordinary populace and elites alike.
It seems that for this purpose Aegean-type kraters were also
used and were easily integrated into the local drinking practices.
Drinking beer with straws from large vessels is a common habit
since antiquity—documented also by Xenophon in his Anabasis
(IV, 5, 26) when he speaks of the drinking habits of Armenian
farmers. Even today, drinking beer with straws from a huge cra-
ter-like vessel is a common habit in Eastern Africa and Vietnam
and even by tourists on Mediterranean islands (Haaland 2007)!
Thus, there is considerable evidence that indicates a very parti-
cular use of Aegean-type kraters in the Southern Levant that
differs markedly from what the Greek producers had originally
conceived as their correct function. The beautifully painted,
large open vessels were probably the centerpieces of beer feasting
events for which a large open vessel was needed. The pictorial
decoration of the Aegean-type krater certainly attracted the glan-
ces and attention of the drinkers. The motifs of the decoration—
be they chariot scenes, bulls, or fantastic beings—might have
been topics of discussions and will thus finally have exerted some
influence on narration during feasting (Stockhammer 2012a,
forthcoming).
An intricate process of appropriation can be determined.
Of particular interest is that the vessel was not classified as
a mixing vessel in the Aegean system, but as a drinking vessel
FIGURE 3: Amphoroid krater from Megiddo, Area CC, Room 1817.
ILLUSTRATION BY PHILIPP STOCKHAMMER
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in the local taxonomy. This went along with the attribution
of a different meaning. The similarity between amphoroid
kraters and kraters of Canaanite-type has probably facilitated
the appropriation of the foreign vessels.
case study 3: kylikes
I now turn to the appropriation of the kylix as a third example
of the transformative power of transcultural entanglement
(Fig. 4). Thus far, this shape has never been found with krat-
ers of Aegean production in the same context in the South-
ern Levant. In order to understand possible social practices
with these Aegean-type vessels in the Southern Levant, it is
first necessary to analyze the use of stemmed bowls of Ca-
naanite type. Residue analyses on stemmed ceramic bowls of
Canaanite type as well as pictorial images enable us to identify
these vessels’ function beyond any doubt: they were used for
burning incense at certain events (Gadot et al. 2014; Namdar
et al., 2010; Yoselevich 2006). The residue analyses of stemmed
bowls from many different sites—especially harbor sites and
temples, where these vessels concentrate (e.g., Fig. 4, 1)—all
gave corresponding results.
Seventeen stemmed bowls from the, albeit slightly later,
Tel Yavneh site allowed for particularly interesting insights: in
one group of bowls, molecular traces of substances were
found that point to a mixture of floral oils from several plants
including probably jasmine (Jasminun Gradiflora) or nutmeg
(Myristica fragrans) (Gadot et al. 2014; Namdar et al. 2010:
169). Until recently, nutmeg was not thought to be present in
the Levantine Late Bronze and Iron Age, as this plant only
grew in Southeast Asia at this time. Therefore, the stemmed
bowls were used to vaporize plant oils with a hallucinogenic
effect that definitely enabled a very particular perception of
the performed rituals when consumed in combination.
The depiction of the conquest of Ashkelon by the troops
of Pharaoh Merenptah on a stone relief in Karnak shows a
priest standing over the roofs of the city and holding a
stemmed bowl, from which smoke is rising, toward the sky
(Stager 1985: 57, fig. 2). Wall paintings in the tomb of Kenamun
in Thebes, which illustrate the arrival of Canaanite ships in
Egypt, show the captains of two ships each holding a stemmed,
bowl-shaped incense burner with their hands toward the sky
(Davies and Faulkner 1947: pl. 8). The vessel’s stem was an
important prerequisite for holding the vessel during the
burning of incense, as its bowl heated up very quickly. As car-
rying and raising bowl-shaped incense burners—made either
out of clay or out of bronze—seems to have been a crucial
part of the offering practices in the Southern Levant, a stem
was an absolute necessity for an incense burner. As the stem
is the only feature that connects all the different types of
Canaanite bowl-shaped incense burners, this part of the ves-
sel was probably decisive for the individual perception and
classification of a vessel as such. Stemmed bowls obviously
played an important role for mariners as well as priests in the
context of ritual incense burning on ships and in temples of
the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age in the Southern Levant.
This suggests a similar use of the Aegean kylix in the Le-
vant. As there are still no scientific analyses of residues, their
functional interpretation can only be based on a contextual
analysis. Two-thirds of the approximately fifty Aegean-type ky-
likes from the Levant were found at the major harbor centers
along the coast and the Late Bronze Age temples in the
hinterland (Stockhammer 2012a, forthcoming; Yoselevich
2006; Fig. 4, 1). The distribution of kylikes corresponds signif-
icantly with places where ceramic or bronze stemmed bowls
of Canaanite type were very commonly used as incense burn-
ers. All this evidence indicates that Canaanite-type stemmed
bowls and Aegean-type kylikes were used in the context of the
same social practices—i.e., as incense burners—in the
Levant. The use of kylikes, which were the most common
drinking vessel in the Aegean in the thirteenth century BC,
for the burning of pungent incense was definitely far from
FIGURE 4: Kylikes from (1) Lachish, Fosse temple, phase III and (2) Nahalat Ahim.
IMAGE 1 FROM TUFNELL ET AL. 1940: PL. 46:219; IMAGE 2 FROM AMIRAN 1960: FIG. 1:1.
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the imagination of an Aegean potter with regard to the func-
tion of those vessels. The similarity of their shape to Canaan-
ite incense burners was probably crucial to the decision of
Canaanite mariners and temple personnel who decided to
appropriate kylikes of Aegean type and integrate them into
their incense burning practices. It is possible that the original
function as drinking vessels was known to these actors. How-
ever, this possible knowledge obviously did not play a major
role in the process of appropriation.
In my opinion, it is highly probable that the identifica-
tion of the kylikes as incense burners already took place in
the context of the first perception of the objects. Thus, it
would be misleading to speak of reinterpretation, because
this requires the knowledge of the Aegean function as a
drinking vessel as a prerequisite. This implies that kylikes
were possibly never perceived as drinking vessels when first
encountered, but were immediately viewed as incense burn-
ers. Maybe a possible usage as a drinking vessel was never
considered at all or only secondarily. Why in some cases
consumers decided to acquire Aegean-type stemmed bowls
instead of Canaanite-type ones has to remain open. Aesthetic
reasons or affection for the exotic may have been of rele-
vance. By no means would I suggest that Aegean-type kylikes
were never used as drinking vessels in the Southern Levant.
The function and meaning of a certain vessel could have eas-
ily been determined in new and very different ways.
Entangling the Lines of Thought
My specific aim in this article has been to emphasize the dy-
namic relationship among objects, functions, and meanings
in the framework of the consumption of food. These insights
should prevent not only us archaeologists from too quickly at-
tributing a uniform meaning or function to a specific vessel
shape—in my particular case Aegean-type vessels in the
Southern Levant. It has become clear that there has been a
vibrant entanglement between human and things in the con-
text of food consumption even long before the modern era.
At the same time, early globalized societies had the ability to
consume food transported over large distances. In my view, one
should give up on the idea of authentic, locally bound cuisines
of the past in contrast to a present global mixture. Humans,
food, and objects used to consume food are dynamically en-
tangled with each other, and the potential of this entanglement
unfolds through human practices with food and food-related
objects. Within this entanglement, food and food-related ob-
jects have an important effect on human action and human
perception of the world. They have an effectancy in the sense
of shaping our practices, emotions, and finally also lifeworlds.
The shifting perception of the images on kraters could influ-
ence narrations during feasting events. Handles or stems were
seen as hindering and removed or helpful to optimize the han-
dling of the vessel while consuming food or hallucinogenic sub-
stances. Integrating recently developed scientific analyses,
contextual archaeological studies, and an innovative, transcul-
tural approach will enable us to shed a completely new light on
past practices with food and add a most important deep histori-
cal perspective to current food studies.
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